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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on February 24, 2006. 
Claims 1 and 13 have been amended. Claims 4 and 8-12 have been canceled. 
Therefore, claims 1-3, 5-7, and 13-17 are presented for further examination. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
February 24, 2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-7, and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chiang et al, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0221292 
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(hereinafter Chiang), in view of Britton et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0178170 (hereinafter Britton), and further in view of Fontana et al., W0 99/15986 
(hereinafter Fontana). 

5. With respect to claims 1 and 1 3, Chiang teaches a system architecture for 
adapting at least one legacy system for functional interface with at least one component 
system [see abstract and figs. 1-3] comprising: 

■ at least one component wrapper [paragraph 0050 i.e. object modeling] within 
the architecture for describing the at least one legacy system [fig.5]; 

■ at least one component object [507 i.e. source] within the architecture for 
describing the at least one component system [fig.5 and paragraphs 0066- 
0067]; and 

- a connectivity bus [paragraphs 0059 and 0081 i.e. connector] within the 
architecture between the at least one component object and the at least one 
component wrapper, for extending legacy function to the at least one 
component system [paragraphs 0027 and 0075-0078]; 

■ characterized in that a user operating a GUI [103 i.e. Netscape IE] has 
access to legacy services in an automated client/server exchange wherein 
heterogeneous data formats and platform differences of the separate systems 
are resolved in an object-oriented way that is transparent to the user 
[paragraphs 0032-0035 and 0084]. 
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However, Chiang is silent on a data reconciliation bus for data redundancy 
between legacy systems in the event of more than one legacy system. 

In a communication system, Britton discloses a data reconciliation bus for data 
redundancy between legacy systems in the event of more than one legacy system 
[paragraph 0043]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Chiang in view of Britton by adding a data 
reconciliation bus for data redundancy between legacy systems in the event of more 
than one legacy system because this feature is both minimized and related such that 
queries can be executed using the minimal execution time [Britton, paragraph 0043]. It 
is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
have been motivated to modify Chiang in view of Britton in order to remove redundant 
information from the legacy databases in a similar manner dependent on the capabilities 
of the specific database [Britton, paragraph 0043]. 

However, both Chiang and Britton do not explicitly show the data reconciliation 
bus utilizes an in-memory entity-relationship (ER) model of each legacy system of the 
system architecture. 

In a communication system, Fontana suggests the data reconciliation bus [20 i.e. 
repository] utilizes an in-memory entity-relationship (ER) model [i.e. information as to 
the relationship between the entities and objects stored in the repository] of each legacy 
system of the system architecture [see abstract]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify both Chiang and Britton, and further in view of 
Fontana by utilizing an in-memory entity-relationship (ER) model of each legacy system 
of the system architecture because this feature allows a developer to perform various 
administrative tasks [Fontana, pg.4, lns.9-16]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order to 
transform to other object models or business process models [Fontana, pg.3, lns.23-27]. 

6. With respect to claim 2, Chiang further teaches one component is interfaced with 
more than one legacy system in the event of more than one system [paragraph 0027]. 

7. With respect to claim 3, Chiang further teaches one legacy system is interfaced 
with more than one component system in the event of more than one component 
system [paragraphs 0015-0018]. 

8. With respect to claim 5, Chiang further teaches entity-relationship modeling is 
used to model legacy services [paragraphs 0017 and 0051]. 

9. With respect to claim 6, Chiang further teaches a component wrapper is 
completely generated from an object model of legacy services [paragraph 0050 i.e. 
object modeling and fig. 5]. 
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1 0. With respect to claim 7, Chiang further teaches heterogeneity of data between a 
legacy system and a component wrapper is resolved by a language adapter interface 
[paragraphs 0027 and 0016]. 

1 1 . With respect to claim 14, Chiang is silent on the data model stored in memory is 
a unified normalized layer. 

In a communication system, Britton discloses the data model stored in memory is 
a unified normalized layer [paragraphs 0043-0045]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Chiang in view of Britton by adding a unified 
normalized layer because this feature is both minimized and related such that queries 
can be executed using the minimal execution time [Britton, paragraph 0043]. It is for 
this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
been motivated to modify Chiang in view of Britton in order to remove redundant 
information from the legacy databases in a similar manner dependent on the capabilities 
of the specific database [Britton, paragraph 0043]. 

1 2. With respect to claim 1 5, Chiang further teaches the first and second functions 
are automated [paragraphs 0028 and 0062]. 

1 3. With respect to claim 1 6, Chiang further teaches the first and second functions 
are user executed [paragraphs 0031-0035]. 
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14. With respect to claim 17, Chiang further teaches the functions propagate data in 
an object oriented environment [paragraphs 0027 and 0063]. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments filed February 24, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive because of the following: Chiang teaches a system architecture 
for adapting at least one legacy system for functional interface with at least one 
component system [see abstract and figs. 1-3] comprising: at least one component 
wrapper [paragraph 0050 i.e. object modeling] within the architecture for describing the 
at least one legacy system [fig. 5]; at least one component object [507 i.e. source] within 
the architecture for describing the at least one component system [fig. 5 and paragraphs 
0066-0067]; and a connectivity bus [paragraphs 0059 and 0081 i.e. connector] within 
the architecture between the at least one component object and the at least one 
component wrapper, for extending legacy function to the at least one component 
system [paragraphs 0027 and 0075-0078]; characterized in that a user operating a GUI 
[103 i.e. Netscape IE] has access to legacy services in an automated client/server 
exchange wherein heterogeneous data formats and platform differences of the separate 
systems are resolved in an object-oriented way that is transparent to the user 
[paragraphs 0032-0035 and 0084]. However, Chiang is silent on a data reconciliation 
bus for data redundancy between legacy systems in the event of more than one legacy 
system. In a communication system, Britton discloses a data reconciliation bus for data 
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redundancy between legacy systems in the event of more than one legacy system 
[paragraph 0043]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention was made to modify Chiang in view of Britton by adding a 
data reconciliation bus for data redundancy between legacy systems in the event of 
more than one legacy system because this feature is both minimized and related such 
that queries can be executed using the minimal execution time [Britton, paragraph 
0043]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have been motivated to modify Chiang in view of Britton in order to remove 
redundant information from the legacy databases in a similar manner dependent on the 
capabilities of the specific database [Britton, paragraph 0043]. However, both Chiang 
and Britton do not explicitly show the data reconciliation bus utilizes an in-memory 
entity-relationship (ER) model of each legacy system of the system architecture. In a 
communication system, Fontana suggests the data reconciliation bus [20 i.e. repository] 
utilizes an in-memory entity-relationship (ER) model [i.e. information as to the 
relationship between the entities and objects stored in the repository] of each legacy 
system of the system architecture [see abstract]. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify both 
Chiang and Britton, and further in view of Fontana by utilizing an in-memory entity- 
relationship (ER) model of each legacy system of the system architecture because this 
feature allows a developer to perform various administrative tasks [Fontana, pg.4, lns.9- 
1 6]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
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would have been motivated in order to transform to other object models or business 
process models [Fontana, pg.3, lns.23-27]. 

16. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642F. 2d 413, 208 USPQ 
871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F. 2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
Applicant obviously attacks references individually without taking into consideration 
based on the teaching of combinations of references as show in the above. 

1 7. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify Chiang in view of Britton by adding a data reconciliation bus for data redundancy 
between legacy systems in the event of more than one legacy system because this 
feature is both minimized and related such that queries can be executed using the 
minimal execution time [Britton, paragraph 0043]. It is for this reason that one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to modify 
Chiang in view of Britton in order to remove redundant information from the legacy 
databases in a similar manner dependent on the capabilities of the specific database 
[Britton, paragraph 0043]. Further, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to modify both Chiang and Britton, and 
further in view of Fontana by utilizing an in-memory entity-relationship (ER) model of 
each legacy system of the system architecture because this feature allows a developer 
to perform various administrative tasks [Fontana, pg.4, lns.9-16]. It is for this reason 
that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been 
motivated in order to transform to other object models or business process models 
[Fontana, pg.3, lns.23-27]. 

1 8. In response to applicant's argument that "connectivity bus is the utilization of 
'nxm' connectivity which uses entity relationship (ER) models to represent unified 
normalized application models." Examiner respectfully disagrees because the 
Applicant's argument does not commensurate with the scope of the claim. Claims 1 
and 13 directly or indirectly recite data reconciliation bus. However, claims 1 and 13 do 
not recite the limitation of "connectivity bus is the utilization of 'nxm' connectivity which 
uses entity relationship (ER) models to represent unified normalized application models" 
(emphasis added). 
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19. In response to applicant's arguments, the recitation "at least two legacy systems" 
has not been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. A 
preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the 
purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the 
claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process 
steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 
USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 
(CCPA1951). 

20. Therefore, the examiner asserts that cited prior arts teach or suggest the subject 
matter broadly recited in independent claims. Claims 2-3, 5-7, and 14-17 are rejected at 
least by virtue of their dependency on independent claims and by other reasons set 
forth above. Accordingly, claims 1-3, 5-7, and 13-17 are respectfully rejected as shown 
above. 

Conclusion 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nghi V. Tran whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4067. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Zarni Maung can be reached on (571 ) 272-3939. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Nghi V Tran 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2151 




